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Director,
Referrals Section (EPBC Act).
Approvals and Wildlife Division,

Australian Department of Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts,

GPO Box 787 CANBERRA ACT 2601
Epbc.referrals@environment.gov.au
Referral 2009/5227: Guidelines for the Content of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Goolwa Channel Water Level Management Project 

Dear Director,
The River, Lakes and Coorong Action Group Inc. (RLCAG) welcomes the opportunity to comment on Referral 2009/5227. The RLCAG is an independent, community-based organisation that was formed to
· improve all aspects of the River Murray, Lakes and Coorong and to prevent any further degradation;

· increase the water flows in the River, Lakes and Coorong by lobbying governments and users of the River system;

· liaise with appropriate bodies over the management of the River Murray, Lakes Alexandrina and Albert and the Coorong, and their immediate surrounds;

· protect, conserve and enhance the biodiversity of the River, Lakes and Coorong.

Please find attached the submission of the RLCAG. We endorse the submissions of Bruce Allnutt, Bruce Brooks, Charles Irwin and the EDO.
 Yours sincerely,

Diane Bell for the River, Lakes and Coorong Action Group Inc.

February 4, 2010
Keep our waters alive!

      ABN 23 590 559 324

      PO BOX 187 Milang, SA, 5256

      Email:  secretary@riverlakescoorong.com  
     Website:  www.hurrysavethemurray.com
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Guidelines for the Content of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Goolwa Channel Water Level Management Project, South Australia

EPBC 2009/5227

Guidelines for the RLCAG Submission: Our position on the Guidelines for Draft EIS
Fresh Water: The most obvious solution, and one consistent with the objectives of the EPBC Act, would be to get fresh water into the Lakes, Goolwa Channel and Coorong. It is no longer credible to argue that there is no water in the system. The recent flooding rains across the northern Basin are a dramatic illustration of the erratic pulse of the river system and it is a pulse for which we must plan. The ‘fresh water future’, proclaimed by the proponent as a management objective, needs to be explored in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in the greater detail. The EIS should address sources and benefits to the environment of fresh water, as well as the comparative costs of bringing fresh water in against those for weirs, pumping and dredging. 

Acid Sulfate Soils: The EIS needs to include a full and objective discussion of the theory and practice regarding management of Acid Sulfate Soils (ASS). The referrals (EPBC 2009/4833 and 2009/5277), in our view, have been vague, poorly referenced and incomplete. We need to see data on the modes of acid production, connectivity between acid in soil and surface water (lakes, river, tributaries, groundwater), in relation to lake levels, buffering and the ‘life expectancy’ of acid that has been formed, and comparative materials on ASS elsewhere in Australia and the world.   We are aware that a number of relevant reports have not been made public. 

The threat of Acid Sulfate Soils (ASS) is not a sufficient rationale for the action (see Kingsford et al 2009; Geddes and Walker 2009). 

· The scientific data presented on ASS did not support the initial action and do not support its continued existence; 

· There are too many unknown factors re ASS and acidification to persist with confidence with the “Regulators”;

· There are alternatives that are known but have been ignored;

· Independent monitoring suggests alternative interpretations of the data;

· Independent experts challenge the science.

Whole of System Approach: The Guidelines for a Draft EIS allow that certain actions are connected to this action but exclude others. As acknowledged, the action will have an impact far beyond the footprint of the construction, on matters of NES under the EPBC Act. The Murray Mouth, the marine environment beyond the Mouth, the Coorong, Lake Albert, the tributaries and River Murray below Lock 1 will all be affected.

The RLCAG is deeply concerned by the number of actions that address aspects of the management of the River Murray, Lower Lakes, Murray Mouth and Coorong.  Since the proposal for a weir below Wellington was mooted in November 2006, we have addressed the following:
· Referral for a proposed temporary weir at Pomanda Island (EPBC 2007/3484)

· Guidelines for an EIS for the proposed weir

· Draft EIS for the proposed weir

· Referral for the Causeway to the Pomanda Island (EPBC 2008/4674)

· Independent Review of the EPBC Act

· Referral on Opening the Barrages (EPBC 2008/4618)

· Guidelines for EIS re Opening the Barrages

· Referral for a Pipeline to Currency Creek (EPBC 2009/4743)

· Referral for Emergency response for the crisis management of Acid Sulfate Soils in the Goolwa Channel, Finniss River and Currency Creek, South Australia (2009/4833)
· Referral for the Goolwa Channel Water Level Management Project, EPBC 2009/5277

· And now the Guidelines for the EIS.
We further note that other actions – the dredging of the Murray Mouth, the construction of a bund between Lake Albert and Lake Alexandrina, pumping, subsequent dredging and depositing the spoils in Lake Alexandrina, the southeast drains (all actions which were not subject to Referrals), and plans for pumping the Southern Lagoon of the Coorong - also impact on the Ramsar Wetlands of the River Murray, Lakes, Murray Mouth and Coorong. These impacts compound. The cumulative nature of the impacts on matters of National Environmental Significance (NES) is masked by breaking a complex ecosystem into small pieces to expedite management. 

We note that the SA Long Term Plan for management of the region is still under consideration; the MDBA Basin Plan is being developed; the WAP for the Eastern Mt Lofty Ranges is yet to be released. In terms of prudent management, the Minister should require these plans to be considered in conjunction with this action. They should have been completed and subjected to public scrutiny before the “Regulators” were put in place.

The notion of an ecological refuge in the Lower Lakes relied on fresh water coming down the Finniss River and Currency Creek to replenish the newly-created “weir pool”. For there to be sufficient fresh water from the tributaries, action would need to be taken, through the Water Allocation Plan (WAP) for the Eastern Mt Lofty Ranges, to reduce diversions from the tributaries. The WAP has been delayed until after the SA March 2010 election. The Minister should require that the WAP be completed before the “triggers for decommissioning” are set for this action. 
It makes little sense to propose solutions in SA at the end of the River Murray system when solutions lie upstream.  EPBC is federal legislation and should articulate with the planning process of the MDBA. Solutions that are within the purview of the SA Government, such as the WAPs, should also articulate with this action. The Water Allocation Plan (WAP) for the Finniss River and Currency Creek must be completed, and the EIS Guidelines must address how the different jurisdictions of water management that apply above and below the railway line in this catchment will interact with other proposals.
We submit that the SA Government approach, whereby numerous actions are presented in isolation one from the other, constitutes a threat to important Ramsar Wetlands. There is no basis in ecological science for this approach to resource management. The “Adaptive Management Strategy” approach is facilitating piecemeal actions. The SA Government should be required to produce an integrated plan for the whole region that addresses more than interventions. It must address sources of fresh water. Only then can the objects of the s. 3 of the EPBC Act be met. 

Consultation: We submit that the number of responses that the RLCAG has prepared over the past several years has placed unreasonable burdens on a volunteer organisation.  We find the timelines, which we acknowledge are set by legislation, to be unrealistic and an impost on busy people. We are not satisfied with what passes for “consultation”. It has been anything but open and transparent. We have addressed the shortcomings in many fora. 
Independent Experts: We further submit that consultation be undertaken with experts not under contract or in the employ of government. We note the existence of a commentary, “Engineering a Crisis in a Ramsar Wetland” (Kingsford et al 2009): The Australian Government could commission an independent public review of scientific knowledge of the Coorong Lower Lakes and Murray Mouth and the science that underpins present and planned interventions (e.g. weirs). This should include a critical appraisal of the threat represented by acid sulfate soils (ASS) and methods for mitigation, as a basis for immediate action and later for adaptive management processes. And “Ecology and Management of Lake Alexandrina: A Statement by Concerned Environmental Scientists” (Geddes and Walker, 2009). The government has chosen also to construct weirs. We think that this is unnecessary, as a means to control acid sulfate soils. We believe that these weirs will cause lasting damage to local environments, and that this will far outweigh their benefits.
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          A Temporary “Regulator”: Clayton Bay to Hindmarsh Island (January 26, 2010)
Preamble
The Guidelines do not accurately describe the proposed action. The “flow regulators” have no capacity to regulate.  There are no locks, no spillways and no fish passages. The structures are earthen dams.  A series of pumps was positioned on the Clayton Bay dam, used to pump 27.5 GL from Lake Alexandrina into Lake Goolwa and then removed.  Siphons are now in place on this dam wall and could be used to put water from the Goolwa Lake back into Lake Alexandrina.  The Currency Creek dam has a section at approximately 0.0 m AHD over which water can flow and the remainder of the dam wall stands about a metre higher. The Finniss River dam is yet to be built.

The original referral was for a “temporary emergency measure” (EPBC 2009/4833) but the emergency was not demonstrated. Now a “temporary” structure has the potential to become permanent. No time frame for removal is placed on this Referral (EPBC 2009/5227). It is poor practice to put a blocking dam in place as an emergency and then retain it without returning to a full examination of the rationale for its construction in the first place. We endorse Charles Irwin’s submission (See #1). 

The EIS should provide full details of water sources. Where are is the 50 GL? When will this flow into Lake Alexandrina? How will it be metered? What quality will this water be?

With reference to the stated intents, the EIS needs to specify how the dams mitigate risks of ASS. How do they manage the water quality to create ‘a freshwater ecological refuge’? Where is the evidence? What if the “temporary” structures have not mitigated ASS? Have not created an ecological refuge? The stated intent assumes the existing structures have accomplished these goals and assume the only question is should they be retained?

Does this EIS provide sufficient information about the action and its impact to allow the Minister to make an informed decision? (p. 3) His decision considers economic and social impacts of the proposal but no information is presented regarding these impacts. Unless there a full accounting of these impacts, and the research, modelling and monitoring etc. is made available, the Minister is relying on anecdotal evidence. He does not have sufficient information to make a decision. The Guidelines should specify how these impacts are weighted.

General Advice on Guidelines
1.  General Content 

The EIS should be a stand-alone document (p. 3).  The EIS should therefore include materials regarding all the other actions that impinge of this action, or inaction, and note the stage of the development of each project and how each impinges on this action. 
· Dredging at the Murray Mouth.

· The bund that separates Lake Albert from Lake Alexandrina, pumping from Lake Alexandrina to Albert; dredging of The Narrows and disposal of the spoils. 

· The Water Allocation Plans for the Eastern Mt Lofty Ranges and River Murray impact on the availability of fresh water down the Finniss River and into the Lakes. 

· The Pomanda Island Weir (EPBC 2007/3484, still in process) and the causeway (already constructed). 

· Pipelines that redirect water around the lakes which would otherwise flow into the lake (EPBC 2009/4743)

· The proposal to open the barrage and flood the Lakes with seawater (EPBC 2008/4618)

· The drains of the southeast

· The proposal to pump water from the Coorong, over the Hummocks, into the Southern Ocean. 

We would note that the bibliographies attached to previous Referrals have been inadequate, incomplete and relied on personal communications (see RLCAG submission, Dec 15 2009). There will need to be a quantum leap in the scholarship for the guideline standard to be met.

We also note, with reference to earlier Referrals on this matter, that relevant reports have been withheld and when released have been found not to support the propositions advanced in support of the actions.

Confidentiality has been evoked but then certain materials have been made available to some parties without and not others.

The level of analysis and detail in the EIS should reflect the level of significance of the expected impacts on the environment (p. 3). This sentence determines the credibility of the EIS. If the proponent does not anticipate a particular impact, or considers it unimportant/negligible, then the analysis will be superficial at best. The proponent should be required to present a comprehensive analysis, including a rationale for the judgement over its (lack of) significance. Boilerplate text is not acceptable.

Any and all unknown variables or assumptions... must be clearly stated and discussed (p.3). Ideally, the more important of these (the assumptions) should be listed (repeated) in a separate section. It would be helpful if phrases like “it is assumed that..” were rendered as “it is assumed that...”. If an assumption is made repeatedly, it should repeatedly be identified as an assumption (in other words, not stated once then taken as fact).

The Proponent should ensure that the EIS assesses ….  And the objects of the Act as Attachment 1. A copy of  Schedule 4 … (p. 3). This should read “EIS MUST COMPLY with Schedule 4 (see p. 12)” not just be read in conjunction with the Schedule.  Hence, delete “A copy of” and  insert “and with”.  

How is “relevant” to be understood? The EIS should specify what “relevant” means for the removal or continued life of the regulators. 

..the action should be assessed in comparison with a  ‘no action’ scenario (p. 3). This is potentially confusing. In the present situation, where the “regulator” is already in place, the “No Action” scenario for this Referral would be leave the “regulator” in place. Retention of the Regulators should also be assessed in comparison to a low impact management strategy that may be a combination of measures (dosing with lime, planting, fresh water).  The RLCAG developed a Low Intervention Strategy (RLCAG 2008) which was posted on the DWLBC website along side the Discussion Paper of Feb 12, but has not received any further consideration. The RLCAG notes the natural regrowth around the Lakes and the tributaries. The system can and has survived drought. What it cannot survive is disconnection.
2. Format and Style

The EIS should avoid the use of confidential materials.

The list of persons and agencies consulted should include all consultations: private and public.

The EIS should provide details of the qualifications, experience and history of work with Ramsar sites of the Proponent.

The EIS must include adequate information and references, Previous Referrals have omitted information that was relevant to the Referral.  (See EPBC Regulations, Schedule 2: Clause 6.01).

Could the EIS include a “Table of Contents”?

Specific Content

3. General Information

(a) The title, Goolwa Channel Water Level Management Project, fails to describe the scope of an action that will have wide ranging impacts on the River, Lakes and Coorong.
[Background note: The rationale for engineering works in the region has shifted. 

· Discussion Paper (DWLBC 2009:1) of 12 January, 2009, the document that formed the basis for consultation for EPBC 2009/ 4833, discussed “options for managing acidification risk and establishing a freshwater ecological refuge” and claimed there would be multiple ecological, social and economic benefits. 
· On April 6, EPBC 2009/4833 emphasised “crisis management of ASS”. In the 12 weeks between the Discussion Paper and the posting of the Referral, no new research findings or monitoring that might support the shift in emphasis was made available to the public.  
· EPBC 2009/5227 now presents as a “water management level management project”.

We submit that the shift in emphasis masks the deterioration of Ramsar Wetlands, which was noted by Muller and Phillips (2006), and limits the steps that might be taken to address matters of NES.]

(b) The EIS should include full details of proponent (see above Style and Format.)

(c) The rationale for the action should include reference to over-allocation, not just drought. There should also be an account of plans to get fresh water to the Lakes.

(d) The EIS should consider critiques of the legislation raised in submissions to the Review of the EPBC Act. The EIS should address constitutional means by which the Commonwealth Government could over-ride the states and acquire the freshwater necessary to save Ramsar wetlands.
(f) A summary of objections in public comments on the two Referrals should be included in the EIS.
(g) The EIS should present an overall plan for the Lakes, River and Coorong. This EIS cannot be treated in isolation from other actions (see above RLCAG Guidelines).
4. Description of the Environment

The Description of the Environment should include a comprehensive inventory of flora and fauna, not one confined to listed threatened species. Invertebrate animals, for example, are a major component of the fauna. Information for species should indicate the status of the local population and its likely sensitivity to impacts, drawing on published scientific sources where possible.
The description should consider and clearly distinguish between the status of species and communities before weir construction and under current conditions (with the temporary weir in place).

The “consultation with recognised experts” should include consultation with persons outside the government’s employ, that is, it should draw upon independent advice where that is available, even if that advice does not suit the Proponent’s purpose.
There should be a detailed account of bioremediation tests and community actions to contain ASS. Local knowledge regarding bioremediation should be part of the EIS.

There are problems with ASS in other parts of Australia and in other parts of the world. The EIS needs to take account of this experience, especially the remediation that has been undertaken.  The identification and monitoring of ASS in this region is relatively recent. The EIS should detail the extent of comparative research undertaken by the proponents. The EIS should include all ASS reports; comparative research from places such as the Gippsland Lakes and the Northern Rivers, NSW, comparative studies of remediation; a full account of the natural remediation occurring around Lakes and up the River and; an account of the merits of alternative ways of treating ASS.

The reference to ‘short-, medium and long-term’ should be made more explicit (for example, up to 5, 5-10, more than 10 years).

The Description needs to be extended. The impacts will be wider than on the flora and fauna listed under the provisions of the EPBC Act. The proponent should not undertake a minimal assessment, with regard to EPBC species, and ignore others. The flora and fauna of the region exists in relation to each other and not as isolated species on EPBC lists. 

The EIS needs to include the River Murray, all tributaries, the Murray Mouth, the immediate marine environment and Coorong.

5. Description of Action
(a) As these Guidelines invoke the need for “a freshwater refuge”, the description of the action should include a full, scientifically credible rationale of the need for a refuge. It should acknowledge that a weir pool is not an optimal habitat for many species in Lake Alexandrina or those in the tributaries.
(b) The EIS should contain a full account of how the materials will be removed, disposed of and the area rehabilitated.

(c) The EIS should contain a full account of the impact the structures have had since the beginning of their construction to closure and their impact as the water levels have fallen over summer.

The EIS should define what “short”, “mid” and “long term” means for the time frames of the proposed action.

The EIS should detail all means of bringing fresh water to the Lakes:

· Short term (next three months): facilitate flows from flood water to the Lower Lakes; purchase carry-over water on the temporary water market; release Water Allocation Plans for tributaries (e.g. The Finniss Catchment); restrict extractions from the tributaries, including the Finniss River, Currency Creek, Angas and Bremer Rivers;  

· Mid- and long-term: address over-allocation, acquire water licences, undertake aggressive purchases for the Living Murray from willing sellers and acquisition from others; use constitutional powers to acquire fresh water for the Lakes.

The proponent has rejected the strategy of acquiring small allocations of water that might be available from time to time as insufficient to make a difference. If these small budgets were consolidated, it would make a difference, e.g. each 1% increase of water to irrigators represents 5.7GL. The environment should get a % with each increase. It would add up. This should be addressed as a source of fresh water.
(d) The action will impact on a range of species beyond those listed under EPBC as matters of NES. For example, a wide range of species, including frogs, turtles, fresh water mussels, yabbies, insects, snails will all be affected. These impacts need to acknowledged and described.

The EIS should consider the impact on the Murray Mouth, the water quality in the Lake, including salinity, turbidity, nutrient levels and potential algal blooms, and the impact on ground water.
6. Environmental Management Plan for the Site

The provisions for independent environmental auditing should include an appropriate budget to support a rigorous, scientifically credible program of data collection and assessment.
The reference to “each environmental issue” suggests that issues will be identified at the proponent’s discretion. The issues should be subject to independent scrutiny.

The decommissioning plan should lead to a recovery plan, with indications of activities and financial provisions. 

A decommissioning plan should include details of triggers for decommissioning and steps being undertaken to achieve the water levels and quality. 
If the “Regulators” are to be retained, there needs to be a date to bring the action back for EPBC Review.

The sources of fresh water should be specified (see above s. 5).

7. Interactions with other Actions and Infrastructure

The issue of the still-outstanding Water Allocation Plan (WAP) for the Finniss and Currency Creek system (Eastern Mt Lofty Ranges watershed) should be considered. What scope is there to recover water for the environment from this system, sufficient to remove the need for a weir? Construction of the weir arguably was indefensible in the absence of WAP. It should not now be retained in the absence of the WAP.

All actions should be noted and should include:
· Dredging at the Murray Mouth.

· The bund that separates Lake Albert from Lake Alexandrina, pumping from Lake Alexandrina to Albert; dredging of The Narrows and disposition of the spoils. 

·   The Water Allocation Plans for the Eastern Mt Lofty Ranges and River Murray impact on the availability of fresh water down the Finniss River and into the Lakes. 

· The Pomanda Island Weir (EPBC 2007/3484, still in process) and the causeway (already constructed). 

· Pipelines that redirect water around the lakes which would otherwise flow into the lake (EPBC 2009/4743)

· The proposal to open the barrage and flood the Lakes with seawater (EPBC 2008/4618)

· The drains of the southeast

· The proposal to pump water from the Coorong, over the Hummocks, into the Southern Ocean

· Water pumped from Lake Alexandrina into the “Goolwa Lake” and Lake Albert.
The Minister will refer to social and economic issues, as well as environmental issues, in reaching a decision. At least some of the socio-economic issues (e.g. recreational boating, irrigated agriculture, tourism) are directly linked to the proposal, yet there are no explicit instructions to indicate what is required of the proponent. It is unacceptable that the boating industry, as a major beneficiary of the weir pool, is not involved in this assessment process and that claims to economic benefit and hardship remain anecdotal.

As submitted above (see above RLCAG Guidelines), the proponent should be aware that there is some scepticism over the reality of the acid sulfate soils issue, specifically in relation to the scale of acidification of lake and stream habitats, in view of buffering capacity of local soil and water and the capacity of natural systems for tolerance and recovery. The plans to implement small-scale actions, including seeding, limestone dosing and barriers, should be explained as part of weir operations, and with due regard for their adverse environmental impacts.
The EIS should acknowledge the fact that the weir will retain materials in solution (e.g. nutrients) and suspension, as well as water itself, and that there will be associated siltation. This point might better be applied to p. 8, where sedimentation is presented as a habitat issue, when it is first and foremost a problem in the wider physical environment.
The weir pool is a favourable habitat for algal blooms, potential problem species like reeds and rushes and alien (not necessarily invasive) species like carp. These matters should be fully explored, and not glossed over.

8. Alternatives to the Action

There are alternatives of which the Proponent is aware and these options should have been mentioned in the Referral. A credible alternative would include would include:
· an integrated, holistic long-term plan for the Rivers, Lakes and Coorong;
· fresh water options;

· regulation of the upper reaches of the Finniss River and Currency Creek;

· bio-remediation, mulching, fencing to protect potential ASS;

· local treatments of identified ASS hot spots;

· treatment of the water bodies to stave off acidification;

· further research on soil and water chemistry;

· research and monitoring of ecological factors;

· meaningful engagement with local communities.

The Proponent has commissioned a number of reports from consultants which address the matter of management options re ASS; has been presented with alternative plans from members of the community; and has been briefed on other options. None of these are mentioned. If alternatives have been rejected, the Proponent should be required to give reasons. 

We are aware of an alternative proposal (see Mike South and Neil Shillabeer 2009).  We also developed a Low Intervention Strategy (RLCAG 2008) which was posted on the DWLBC website along side the Discussion Paper of Feb 12, but has not received any further consideration.

The Federal Government has committed $10 million to bioremediation as part of the economic stimulus package (February 2009) and local groups have been pursuing their own initiative with some measures of success.  This should be noted in the Referral under “Alternatives”.

The Water Allocation Plan (WAP) for the Finniss River and Currency Creek must be completed. The Referral must address how the different jurisdictions of water management above and below the railway line will interact.  

We submit that the Minister require the Proponent to disclose all proposals and be required to give reasons for rejecting and/or accepting their recommendations.

9. Relevant Impacts

What does “relevant” mean in this context? What is a relevant habitat and what is a relevant impact?  
The “Regulators” have disconnected water bodies. The EIS should address migrations of species such as lampreys, congolli and galaxias.

The Clayton Bay “regulator” filled in deep water refuge for native fish in times of drought. How will this be restored?

What are the impacts on water quality? We are already seeing increased salinity levels.

What is the impact of floods upstream? Will this water reach the Lower Lakes?

What are the impacts of the “Regulators” on ground and surface water? (See submission of Charles Irwin #2).

The EIS should include all impacts and actions (see above section 7). 

The EIS should include details of the decommissioning and how it will be monitored.

Point (a) at the top of page 8 should read “threatened species and communities”.

The reference to short- and long-term impacts should be made explicit, as before.
Provisions for monitoring at all levels are completely inadequate. A comprehensive, rigorous monitoring program is a sine qua non in any environmental impact action. 

The EIS should include an assessment of the physical, biological and ecological impacts of the “Regulator” on the main body of Lake Alexandrina (upstream of the construction). 
10. Other Approvals and Conditions

The proponent needs to specify how this EIS will articulate with other Referrals, EIS and possible actions in the Lower Lakes, River Murray, Murray Mouth and Coorong. See above RLCAG Guidelines.
11. Consultation 

The directive regarding Consultation is not clear. What is required of the proponent? The proponent should be obliged widely, not merely selectively, to access a true cross-section of opinion.

The history of consultation on matters to do with proposed actions in the Lower Murray and Lower Lakes has been appalling. There has been no significant engagement with the local knowledge of the community. There have been “confidential” meetings to which the boarder community has not been privy. 

Consultation should be interactive and respectful. 

It should focus on engaging the community. 

There should be information sessions at which the community can ask questions until there are no more questions to be asked. 

A wide range of scientific disciplines should be represented and peer reviews should be available for scrutiny.

There should be workshops conducted in a manner that is conducive to real engagement. 

There should be feed back on the consultations that can shape the next round of conversations. These should not be rushed. Being “listened to” is not “consultation”. 

Consultation should allow the community to be part of the decision-making process.

Consultation must be open. 
12. Information Sources Provided in the EIS
The community has not had access to all information and reports relevant to this EIS. 

The studies should be subject to peer review and we should be able to scrutinise those reviews. Despite requests re the peer review process, no information has been forthcoming.

The sources re ASS and bio-remediation should include comparative materials from other parts of Australia and the world.

13. Environmental Record of Person Proposing to take the Action

The qualifications, experience and record of the Proponent of dealing with Ramsar wetlands must be included as part of the EIS.

14.  Conclusion

(d) What does  “offset” mean in the context of an EPBC action? This is the first mention of “offsets” in the document.  
The solution is to bring fresh water down the River to the Lakes. The EIS should begin with that proposition.
Attachment 1: Objects and Principle of EPBC Act 1999

3. Objects of Act

The “Regulators” do not promote these objects.

3A (a) How are the various considerations weighted/balanced? How and where are they documented? How are to be available for public scrutiny?

(b) it is suggested that the “precautionary principle” is being misread. (See RLCAG submission EPBC 2009/ ??

Attachment 2: Matters to be Addressed

1 (h) the consequences of leaving the “Regulators” in place?

4 (f) How is this to be monitored?

5 (d) Is this to be available for public scrutiny?
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